INTRODUCTION
While Australian Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders constitute a minority group in Australia, they control large areas of land mainly in northern and central Australia as a result of the granting of Native Title. The granting of Native Title occurred following the Mabo v Queensland (No. 2) (1992) and Wik Peoples v Queensland (1996) High Court of Australia decisions that upheld the land rights to Australian indigenous Australians who could establish traditional links to the land provided that these rights had not been extinguished by legislative or other acts of government (such as the granting of freehold title) (Butt et al., 2001) . Hence, for example, more than 44% and 20% of areas of the Northern Territory and South Australia respectively are now legally indigenous land (AIATSIS, 2005) . Overall, about 16 to 18% of Australia was estimated to be held by Aborigines in 2000 (Pollack, 2001 ). Many of these areas provide important habitat for conserving Australia's wildlife species. According to the Australian National Strategy for the Conservation of Australian Species and Communities Threatened with Extinction, Aboriginal-owned lands include areas important to endangered and vulnerable species, particularly ground-dwelling mammals (Endangered Species Advisory Committee, 1992, p. 18) . Threatened wildlife species that occur in these areas include the bilby (Macrotis lagotis), the great desert skink Australian Aborigines living in these remote areas have few opportunities to earn cash income and depend heavily on Australian government assistance for cash. Their opportunities to earn cash income are limited partly because they have been restricted in selling their wildlife resources to earn cash income, although they have been allowed to utilise these for their own needs. Furthermore, there is little scope to convert their lands to commercial agriculture or commercial pastoral undertakings. This is because these lands are quite marginal for this purpose, which is probably the reason why they were not commandeered by early European settlers.
Nevertheless, the Government of the Northern Territory, as part of its policy to try to conserve wildlife species by sustainable use, has in recent years adopted policies to provide landholders with economic incentives to conserve wildlife by allowing regulated commercial use of species. Aboriginal landholders have been included in these schemes. Species that are subject to commercial use are saltwater crocodiles A similar sustainable use policy is pursued in Western Australia. However, Queensland does not legally permit the commercial sale of wildlife products by its Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders, but permits only use of wildlife for sustenance on native title lands.
Bodies such as the IUCN (IUCN-UNEP-WWF, 1991, pp. 4, 69) have recommended that indigenous people be provided with economic incentives to conserve wildlife, and have supported the strategy of conservation through sustainable use. The Federal Government of Australia has recently been discussing plans to give Aboriginal families greater private ownership and broader economic opportunities using their communal lands (Karvelas, 2005) . This may mean not only greater empowerment for Aboriginal communities to benefit from the use of natural resources on their lands, but also could result in cost-effective management of vast and remote lands in Australia (Whitehead, 2002; Altman, 2004) 
METHODOLOGY
Questionnaire-based surveys were conducted to obtain data for this study. Two serial questionnaires were employed in this study, Survey I and Survey II. The questionnaires were designed to evaluation the public's attitudes towards Australia's tropical wildlife, using various focal Australian tropical mammal, bird and reptile species. The questionnaires also inquired about policy for conserving Australian's tropical wildlife, and among the questions asked are those addressed in this paper.
These questionnaires were pre-tested on a group of university students and were improved for clarity. The survey participants were divided into five groups of about 40 people. Some groups met at the survey venue on weekday slots while the others attended on a weekend. Each survey session was divided into two. In the first half of the survey sessions, participants were asked to fill out Survey I. Survey I inquired about participants' background and various questions to gauge their general attitudes towards 24 mammal, bird and reptile species and the conservation and use of these species. They were also asked questions about conservation and use policy, some of which involved the use of wildlife by Australian Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders. After completing this task, participants were given a break.
Then, they were provided with information about the species in the survey by means of a public presentation, and a booklet of readings containing photographs, descriptions, life history, geographic distribution and conservation status of each of these 24 focal species. Participants were given the second questionnaire, Survey II, and were instructed to take the booklet of readings home and read it before filling out Survey II.
Survey II asked questions similar to that in Survey I. It was designed so that changes in attitudes of participants after learning more about the selected Australian tropical wildlife could be gauged. Participants were provided with self-addressed, postage-free envelopes for the convenient return of their completed Survey II. All participants returned their completed survey form in about 2 weeks.
For this paper, participants' answers to questions regarding wildlife conservation and use involving Australian Aborigines are considered.
RESULTS

Attitudes towards the role of different institutions or groups in conserving
Australia's tropical wildlife Participants' responses reveal that most would like to see increased effort in conserving Australian tropical wildlife by the government and the general public (Table 1 ). While about slightly more than half of participants thought that Aborigines and Torres Strait
Islanders and voluntary organisations should also put more effort into the cause, many (about a quarter) stated that they were unsure about this. In fact, the expectation that
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders should do more for wildlife conservation was least for all the parties considered. The results do not differ significantly at the 95%
confidence level between surveys (tested using the McNemar's test); almost all participants believe that the government should be putting more effort than any other group into conserving Australian tropical wildlife. Responses were split about equally between participants who agreed that governments should limit the rights of Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders to take common species and those who disagreed with government limitation of these rights (Table 2) . No statistically significant differences were detected between the 'yes' and 'no' groups in both surveys using the chi-square test of independence (Survey I: χ 2 = 0.43, p = 0.51, n = 148; Survey II: χ 2 = 0.16, p = 0.69, n = 161). Using the McNemar's test, no statistically significant difference was found in the distribution of responses between surveys (χ 2 = 0.57, p = 0.45). Around a quarter of participants stated in both surveys that they were unsure about whether governments should limit the rights of Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders to harvest common species for food. (Fordham et al., 2004) . The Aboriginal community involved in the project receives financial returns from the sale of these turtles in the pet trade. This information was conveyed in the booklet handed out to participants during the survey sessions. This information about the ranching of the northern long-necked turtle seems to have favourably influenced participants' attitude towards the venture. Reasons for the public's desire for government intervention in the use of wildlife by Australian Aborigines could be varied and would need more investigation. They include:
DISCUSSION
(1) lack of familiarity of participants with communities that have communal or customary rules (may tend to view all communities from the perspective of their own community),
(2) the belief that communal or traditional regulation is no longer effective, or that its effectiveness has eroded, (3) traditional rules may still apply but adjustments to harvesting levels may have to be made due to changing technologies and circumstances (as in the case of the Torres Straits dugong hunters - Marsh et al., 1997 Marsh et al., , pp. 1384 Marsh et al., -1385 , and (4) attitudes that may reflect racial prejudice.
It is possible that all of the above mentioned elements are present (as can be noticed from some of the comments given by participants about the use of wildlife by indigenous people). It may be pertinent to note that we found from another set of questions in our survey that the majority of respondents were only in favour of sustainable commercial harvesting of abundant species of wildlife (Tisdell et al., 2005) .
Amongst 24 Australian wildlife species, a majority only favoured the harvesting of red kangaroos and saltwater crocodiles. However, the fact that a species was relatively abundant and secure was not sufficient in itself to ensure that a majority of respondents would favour its sustainable commercial harvesting. Other factors such as the likeability of the species also influence attitudes towards use (see for example, Tisdell et al., 2005) . This general perspective of the public can be expected to be carried over in relation to support for harvesting of wildlife by Aboriginal people for commercial or subsistence purposes.
It is relevant to observe that the majority of respondents did not support the idea that Australian Aboriginals should be allowed to be involved in limited trophy hunting of wildlife to obtain cash. The Northern Territory government is trying to obtain permission to allow rights to hunt saltwater crocodiles for trophies but needs Australian Opposition to limited trophy hunting and the use of the northern long-necked turtle seems to arise mainly from an animal rights standpoint (see reasons given by participants), rather than from any particular concern about the sustainability of the ventures.
As pointed out above, IUCN-UNEP-WWF (1991) favours commercial use of wildlife by indigenous people as a means of providing incentives to conserve wildlife sustainably. However, sustainable harvesting does not guarantee public support for such a policy.
Furthermore, Swanson (1994) has argued that the main reason for loss of biodiversity has been the conversion of natural habitats of species to man-made uses, such as agriculture, resulting in loss of this habitat. If landholders obtain no income or insufficient income from wildlife or their land, this encourages land conversion resulting in loss of natural habitat. If landholders can gain commercially from wildlife, this conversion may be halted or slowed. However, most land held by Australian Aborigines has no economic potential for commercial use, for example for agriculture.
Hence, land conversion of the type described by Swanson (1994) has only a low probability of occurrence on Aboriginal lands, as could also be the case on many tribal lands elsewhere, e.g., in northern Canada.
Therefore, to analyse how harvesting of wildlife species by Australian Aborigines might in fact aid their conservation, Figure 1 can be used to illustrate the possible sources of their wildlife harvest for commercial markets. These sources of supply for the market would be:
(1) diversion of a wildlife species from their own subsistence use or consumption, junk food is substituted for traditional foods. In case (2), the extra harvesting may reduce the standing stock (population) of the targeted species. This would depend on the extent of the harvest and age distribution of the harvest. In the case of saltwater crocodiles, the harvest is heavily skewed in favour of egg collection. Because in the wild the relative frequency with which saltwater crocodile eggs fail to hatch is high (Webb and Manolis, 1989, pp. 82-83) and the probability of survival of hatchlings to one year of age is low with further reduction in the probability of survival to maturity (normally three years of age), controlled harvesting of eggs of saltwater crocodiles only has a marginal impact on the population of saltwater crocodiles. More caution would be needed if the harvesting quota moves in favour of adult or more mature crocodiles. In case (3), husbandry of species taken from the wild (ranching) may supplement direct harvests and so reduce the pressure on wild standing stock. But the success of this often depends on the biology of the animal species, the technology, and expertise available for carrying out the husbandry of the wild species. So, therefore, it appears that economic incentives for Aboriginal people to conserve wildlife as a result of being able to engage in the commercial use of wildlife would be weak. However, on the other hand, there may be no threat to the existence of the species if the total harvest is regulated. At the same time, commercial harvesting would provide Australian
Aborigines with some independent opportunity to earn cash income in remote regions where such opportunities are rare.
N mean that harvesting of these is profitable on all Aboriginal lands where this may occur. Transport costs to processing or marketing centres may be too high from remote regions. The species to be exploited may be insufficiently abundant or difficult to access in some regions so that profitable exploitation may not be possible.
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To summarise, the participants of this study m as a means to conserve Australian tropical wildlife. Support for voluntary organisations such as conservation organisations (that may, or may not, employ sustainable commercial use strategies) is not as great. Although many participants stated that they Islanders to take common species for food, most were not be opposed to the idea of these indigenous people taking common species for subsistence. They appear to want to ensure that harvests are sustainable. Nevertheless, the majority opposed the taking of endangered species for food by Aborigines. This may be an indication of risk aversion or protectiveness, or a 'better be safe than sorry' inclination. Most participants are opposed to limited hunting of wildlife for trophies as a way for Aborigines to earn money and to the utilisation of northern long-necked turtles for the pet trade to a lesser extent. Opposition seems to stem mainly from animal rights concerns, rather than fears of extinction of species. In the case of species taken for trophies, it is possible that the public would be more supportive if they could be assured that the meat of the animals taken for trophies would be eaten by indigenous people. 
